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Abstract 
The recent World Giving Index 2013 had shown that there is increasing rank for charitable donations in Malaysia. Generally, 
charities have to depend on individual donors and less on the government for fundraising in order to survive in the competition. 
As charities need to depend on individual donor, it is compulsory to study on the individual donor characteristics which can help 
to identify and describe recognizably the individual donor features. Furthermore, in Malaysia, there are limited studies on the 
characteristics of individual donor. Thus, this study aims is to investigate the characteristics of Malaysian charitable donors and 
the study followed the study on donor characteristics in Britain, Australia, Brunei and Pakistan to develop a better understanding 
of Malaysian donor’s extrinsic determinants (demographic determinants and socio-demographic determinants) and intrinsic 
determinants (psychographic determinants). Data is collected from the individual donors in the Central Region of Malaysia that 
consist of Selangor, Federal Territory of Kuala Lumpur, Negeri Sembilan and Melaka. To measure the results, factor analysis is 
used in the development and evaluation of test and scale. Later, logistic regression is used to analyse the relationship between 
variables. It is basically used when dependent variables is categorical (donor/non-donor). Findings show that age, income, 
education and religious factors affect the charitable donation behavior in Malaysia. Further, the research also identifies major 
differences between donor characteristic from Malaysia with Britain, Australia, Brunei and Pakistan. The findings indicate that 
the characteristics of donors differ between each country and more exploration is needed in this field. 
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1. Introduction 
Non-profit organizations receive revenue from a host of sources including voluntary donations, government 
grants, fees, investment income, rents and sales of commodities (Khanna, Posnett, & Sandler, 1995). Ranganathan 
and Henley (2008) have reported that charities have to depend on individual donors and less on the government for 
fundraising in order to survive in the competition. There are different perceptions from different individuals towards 
non-profit organizations (Meijer, 2009; Awan and Hameed, 2014). Hence, it is very important to identify the 
characteristic of the individual donors that are associated with the tendency to donate (Awan & Hameed, 2014). In 
Malaysia there are limited studies on the characteristic on donation behavior. Most of the studies on donor 
characteristic have been done in other developed countries such as in Britain by Schlegelmilch et.al (1997), in 
Australia by Lwin and Phau (2010), in Brunei by Lwin, et.al (2013) and the updated research in Pakistan by Awan 
and Hameed (2014). Despite that, the recently released World Giving Index 2013 reports that the average percentage 
of people donating continues to increase although there are decreasing percentage in the economic growth rate of the 
global economy.  
In Malaysia, there are three main ethnic groups in Malaysia which is Malay, Chinese and Indian with the total 
population of 15 million, 6 million and 2 million respectively (Economic Planning Unit of Malaysia, 2013). 
Different ethnics have different thought, and for traditional Buddhist in Malaysia, according to Cogswell (2002) 
donation is more on to support of monks, temples and pagodas, and those are more beneficial than donations for 
educations or needy. Yet, for younger generations, they donate more on educations and needy, this is due to 
preservation of the Chinese cultural heritage. For Muslims, there are various categorize of philanthropy such as 
zakat, waqf and sadaqah. Zakat is an obligatory taxation that is required by Islamic Sharia Law. On the other hand, 
voluntary contributions such as gifts of land or property used for mosque, religious school and orphanages are 
known as waqf. In addition, spontaneous charitable gifts, known as sadaqah, which can be cash, property, or 
volunteer service, certainly should be seen as voluntary and not compulsory. According to Mohammad (2002), 
Indian population in Malaysia is the most difficult to garner funds and this is because of most of them are not 
wealthy enough. 
Thus, this study are intended to fill this gap by looking at the case of individual donors in Malaysia following 
Schlegelmilch et.al (1997) , Lwin and Phau (2010), Lwin et.al (2013) and Awan and Hameed (2014) research to 
develop a better understanding of Malaysian donor’s by using demographic, socio-demographic factors and 
psychographic factors. Next, the paper presents previous literature on the variables used in the analysis. Following 
this, an overview of the methodology and key findings are discussed. 
2. Determinants of Charitable Giving Behavior 
In general, literature suggests that the variables affecting giving behaviors of individual could be classified into 
extrinsic and intrinsic determinants. The extrinsic determinants represent demographic and socio-demographic 
profiles of the respondents and intrinsic determinants address the underlying psychographic factors for supporting a 
charity.  
 
2.1 Extrinsic Determinants 
 
According to Kottasz (2004), extrinsic determinants are mainly demographic variables that impact on the manner 
in which charity appeals are perceived and how the decision-making process is conducted. The former includes the 
demographic and socio-demographic variables such as age, gender, income level and educational level. Most of the 
variables above affect the behavior positively.  
According to Dvorak and Toubman (2013), gender is an important variable when trying to measure the 
characteristic of charitable donations. Women are more likely to donate to charitable causes but men are more 
generous in terms of the amount given (Schnepf, 2008). This had been argued by Piper and Schnepf (2008), that 
men will give more donations than female for religious organisations. While, Kasri (2013) through his study; he 
states that there are no difference in giving behaviour between men and women. Other than that, the relationship 
between individual age and giving behaviour is positive (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011). Older generations still make 
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the largest gifts compared to the younger donor, even their generations’ decrease in numbers (Fritz, 2013). 
According to Wiepking (2011), donations were higher among those aged range between 40-48 years old. Through 
previous research, Kasri (2013) stated that there are positive effects of income on an individual’s level of charitable 
giving. People who donate the greatest percentage of their income mostly come from the people that who least 
affords to give (Stern, 2013). Yet, Kasri (2013) argued that it is not necessary that individual with higher income 
will donate more to charities. Most of the wealthy individual will prefer to donate more on and support on 
universities, arts organizations, and museums, while the poor tend to donate on religious organisation and social-
service charities (Stern, 2013). Furthermore, there were also significant relationship between the higher-level of 
individual education and the intention to donate to the charities (Kasri, 2013). According to Turcotte (2012), those 
with degree as their highest level of education will make more charitable donations compared to those with high 
school diploma level of educations. In Austria, donation to animal protection, development aid, and human rights 
are positively related with education level (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011). However, Wiepking (2011) also mentioned 
that there are negative relationship between education and charitable giving in Taiwan and Korea. 
 
Based on the demographic factors the following hypotheses are depicted: 
 
H1: Gender has significant effect on donations. 
H2: Age has significant effect on donations. 
H3: Income has significant effect on donations. 
H4: Educations has significant effect on donations 
 
2.2 Intrinsic Determinants 
 
Intrinsic as well as extrinsic variables can explain donor behavior. Intrinsic determinants of charitable giving 
refer to the underlying individual motives for electing to support a charity, and the main determinants of charitable 
behavior are the psychological motives for giving and electing to support a non-profit institution. 
According to Bennet (2011), to distinguish between donor and non-donor on their donation intention is perceived 
as generosity of self. The more generous donor perceive themselves, they will make more charitable giving (Fritz, 
2013). Furthermore, previous study had shown that Americans, British and South Koreans are very generous 
(Wiepking & Maas, 2009). On the other hand, donors are also seen to be more financially secured when they make 
charitable giving (Stern, 2013). In addition, some studies proposed the financial security as good indicators for 
intrinsic variables affecting the giving behaviours (Kasri, 2013). However, there are no evidence stating that 
individuals who regarded themselves as financially secured or not worried about their financial status are likely to 
donate (Schlegelmich, 1997; Lwin.2013). In addition, the most important factor to study is religion, and this is due 
to the fact that it is the most universal and influential social institution that gives the greatest significant influence 
towards human attitudes, values, and behaviour (Alam, Mohd, & Hisham, 2011). In addition, Kotler (2000) 
mentioned that religion is part of culture that can shape people behaviour. Majority of the previous study had 
concluded that the more religious individuals perceive themselves to be, the more likely they make donations (Lwin, 
Phau, & Lim, 2013). According to Kasri (2011), he stated that in his study the strongest motivator for charitable 
donations is religion. This is due to the people or individual especially a Muslim who tends to make charitable 
giving because of the responsibility towards the society. The most powerful driver of religious giving motivations is 
receiving a return on charity in the afterlife (Skarmeas & Shabbir, 2011).  
 
 
Based on the assumptions, the study hypothesises: 
 
H5: Perceived Generosity has significant effect on donations. 
H6: Financial Security has significant effect on donations. 
H7: Religiosity has significant effect on donations. 
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3. Methodology 
3.1 Data Collection 
 
The research is based on primary data and it is collected through questionnaire. The survey was conducted in the 
central region in Malaysia which consist of Selangor, Federal Territory of Kuala Lumpur, Negeri Sembilan and 
Melaka (Economic Planning Unit of Malaysia, 2013). Overall there are 556 useable respondents for the study. 
 
3.2 Survey Instrument 
 
The questionnaire has been adapted from Schlegelmilch, et.al (1997), Lwin and Phau (2010), Lwin et.al (2013) 
and Awan & Hameed (2014) research to use and modify. Section one measured on donors’ demographic factors, 
section two on donor socio-demographic factors and lastly is on the three personality scales, perceived generosity of 
self, perceived financial security of self, and perceived importance of religion.  
 
3.3 Data Analysis 
 
To answer the research objective of this study, the data was analysed by using factor analysis and logistic 
regressions. Factor analysis is used in the development and evaluation of test and scale. The factors are estimated 
with the help of percentage variance. Logistic regression is used to analyse the relationship between variables. It is 
basically used when dependent variables is categorical. In this study, it has two categories, donors versus non-
donors and seven independent variables. Logistic regression analysis is adopted for the study to explain the 
likelihood of charitable donations.  
4. Conceptual Framework 
 
Extrinsic Determinants 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Intrinsic Determinants 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1: Conceptual framework for current study. 
Adopted from (Schlegelmilch et.al, 1997), (Lwin and Phau, 2010),(Lwin et.al, 2013) and (Awan and Hameed,2014). 
 
Figure 1 above shows the conceptual framework for the current study. As can be seen, there are two determinants 
which is extrinsic and intrinsic. For each determinant there are few categorical factors that affect charitable 
donations behavior in Malaysia. For extrinsic determinants, there are four factors that will affect charitable donations 
which are demographic factors (gender and age) and Socio-demographic factors (income and education). 
Meanwhile, for intrinsic factor is on psychological factors (perceived generosity, financial security and religiosity). 
Gender 
Age 
Income 
Education 
Perceived Generosity 
Financial Security 
Religiosity 
 
Donation Behavior 
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5. Findings and Discussion 
Table 1 shows data of sample information. The data consists of 347 donors and another 209 is non-donors. Total 
respondent for this study is 556 respondents of individual donors in Malaysia.  
Reliability Statistics: Reliability of data is checked with the help to Cronbach’s Alpha value. Its value should be 
above 0.7. Table 2 shows the reliability statistics. Table 2 shows that the value of Cronbach’s Alpha for Perceived 
Generosity is 0.833; 0.826 for Financial Security, and 0.781 for Generosity. Thus, this can be described that the 
items of the scale is measuring in the same construct. 
 
Table 1: Data Sample information 
Non-Profit Organization No.of respondents 
Donors 347 
Non-Donors 209 
Total no. of respondents 556 
 
Table 2: Reliability Statistics 
Constructs  Cronbach’s Alpha No of items 
Perceived Generosity 0.833 4 
Financial Secured 0.826 5 
Religiosity 0.781 3 
 
Demographic Statistics: Table 3 outlines the demographic profiles of respondents whom participated in the study. 
There were more females (54.9 per cent) than males respondents (45.1 per cent). In terms of age, most of the 
respondents were between the “21-30 years of age” (43.7 per cent) and between “31-40 years of age” (22.7 per cent). 
In addition, the majority of the respondent is “Married” (49.8 per cent) or “Single” (35.3 per cent). Further, a large 
group of respondents recorded an income fall into “less than RM3,000 income” (30.2 per cent). Most of the 
respondent finished “Degree” (36.2 per cent) or “Diploma” (27.9 per cent). Moreover, most respondents have “4-6 
numbers of people in household” (71.4 per cent). 
 
Table 3: Demographic profile of respondents 
Demographic  Scale Percentage  Scale Percentage  
Gender Male 45.1 Female 54.9 
Marital Status Single 35.3 Married 49.8 
 Engaged 12.2 Divorced 2.7 
Household income per month 
(MYR) 
< 1000 7.0 <2000 28.2 
 <3000 30.2 <4000 14.2 
 >4000 20.3   
Level of education High School 24.3 Diploma 27.9 
 Degree 36.2 Master/PHD 11.7 
Number of persons in household <3 17.1 4-6 71.4 
 >6 11.5   
 
Table 4: KMO and Bartlett’s test 
Kaiser-meyer-olkin measure of sampling adequacy 0.766 
Bartlett’s test of approc. Chi-square sphericity 2.146 
df 45 
Sig. 0.000 
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Table 5: Communalities 
Factors Initial Extraction 
PG  1 1.000 0.855 
PG  2 1.000 0.859 
PFS 1 1.000 0.607 
PFS 2 1.000 0.689 
PFS 3 1.000 0.673 
PFS 4 1.000 0.604 
REL 1 1.000 0.454 
REL 2 1.000 0.786 
REL 3 1.000 0.823 
REL 4 1.000 0.509 
 
Table 6: Total Variance Explained 
 Initial cigen value Extraction S.S loadings Rotation S.S loadings 
component Total % of 
Variance 
Cum 
(%) 
Total % of 
Variance 
Cummulative 
(%) 
Total % of 
Variance 
Cum 
(%) 
1 3.705 37.051 37.051 3.705 37.051 37.051 2.962 29.619 29.619 
2 1.786 17.861 54.912 1.786 17.861 54.912 2.173 21.734 51.354 
3 1.369 13.691 68.603 1.369 13.691 68.603 1.725 17.250 68.603 
4 .658 6.584 75.187       
5 .643 6.434 81.622       
6 .525 5.252 86.874       
7 .468 4.684 91.558       
8 .336 3.363 94.921       
9 .277 2.768 97.689       
10 .231 2.311 100.000       
 
Table 7: Rotated component matrix 
 1 2 3 
PG  1   .915 
PG  2   .923 
PFS 1 .776   
PFS 2 .796   
PFS 3 .807   
PFS 4 .740   
REL 1 .662   
REL 2  .872  
REL 3  .891  
REL 4  .679  
 
Factor Analysis: Table 4 shows KMO and Bartlett’s test. The KMO and Bartlett’s test is a test of assumptions.  
The value of KMO is 0.766; it should be above than 0.6. It indicates sufficient item for each factor. The Bartlett’s 
test value should be significant, that it should be 0.05 or less than 0.05. In this case, the Bartlett’s test is significant at 
p=0.000. Therefore, factor analysis is appropriate. It provides reason that variables are correlated highly enough to 
provide a reasonable basis for each factor analysis. 
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Table 5 shows communalities. It explains the actual proportion of variance accounted for by the factors. Principal 
component analysis work on the initial assumption that all variance are common, therefore before extraction the 
communalities are all at 1. The values in extraction column shows total shared variance of each component.  
Table 6 shows how the variance is dividing among 10 possible factors. Three factors have Eigenvalues greater 
than 1.0, which is a common criterion for a factor to be useful. SPSS extract all factors with eigenvalue greater than 
1, and all the three factors are displayed again with percentage of variance. The purpose of rotation is explained as 
before rotation some factors have high value (37.05, 17.86, and 13.69) but after rotation they are evenly distributed 
to all factors (29.619, 21.73 and 17.25). 
Table 7 shows the rotated component matrix. It displays the items and factor loadings for the rotated factors, with 
loadings less than 0.40 omitted to improve clarity. As a result, it can be assumed that the information explained by 
one factor is independent from the information in the other factors. Each component which has a loading of [0.30] or 
higher [0.30] means the absolute value, or value without considering the sign, is the greater than 0.30. Moreover, 
loadings of [0.40] or greater are typically considered high. Table 7 displays the items and factor loadings for the 
rotated factors, with loadings less than 0.30 omitted to improve clarity. The factors loadings for all factors are quite 
good in this case ranges from 0.30 to 0.807. 
Logistic Regressions: Table 8 shows the values of Omnibus test of model coefficients. The Omnibus Tests of 
Model Coefficient gives an overall indication of how well the model performs. For this set of results, highly 
significant value is observed. The value is 0.000 and the chi-square value is 43.317 with 12 degrees of freedom. 
Table 9 explains the model summary. These are similar to R square and give a rough estimation of the variance 
that can be predicted from the combination of the twelve variables. The Cox and Snell R Square and the Nagelkerke 
R Square values provide an indication of the amount of variation in the dependent variables explained by the model. 
In this case, the two values are 0.075 and 0.102, suggesting that between 7.5% and 10.2% of the variability is 
explained by this set of variables. 
Table 10 shows classification table. It provides an indication of how well the model is able to predict the correct 
category (donor/non donors) for each case. The model correctly classified 66.4% of cases in overall. 
Table 11 explains logistic regression results. It provides information about the contribution or importance of each 
predictor variables. The test that used is known as the Wald test. The Wald test is used to test the true value of the 
parameter based on the sample estimate. The B values provided in the second column are equivalent to the B values 
obtained in a multiple regression analysis. These are the values that would be used in an equation to calculate the 
probability of a case falling into a specific category. 
 
Table 8: Omnibus tests of model coefficients. 
 Chi Square df Sig. 
 43.317 12 .000 
 43.317 12 .000 
Model 43.317 12 .000 
 
Table 9: Model Summary. 
-2 log likelihood Cox and Snell R2 Nagelkerke R2 
692.850 0.075 0.102 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 10: Classification table. 
 
 
Observed 
Donations   
<6 Times >6 Times (%) 
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Donatio
n 
<6 
Times 
311 36 89.6 
 >6 
Times 
151 58 27.8 
Overall %   66.4 
 
Table 11: Logistic regression results (conceptual model) 
Variables β S.E. Wald 
Statistics 
Sig Hypothesis 
Gender (Male) -0.057 0.183 Not 
Significant 
0.756 Rejected 
Age (>51)   5.195 0.268 Accepted 
21-30 0.546 0.413 1.746 0.186  
31-40 0.849 0.419 4.559 0.033  
41-50 0.661 0.429 2.374 0.123  
Income (>4000)   14.728 0.001 Accepted 
<2000 -1.399 0.364 14.728 0.000  
2000-4000 -0.889 0.302 8.877 0.003  
Education (Master and above)   7.720 0.052 Accepted 
Certificates/STPM/SPM/PMR 1.016 0.378 7.242 0.007  
Diploma 0.778 0.356 4.785 0.029  
Degree 0.544 0.331 2.701 0.100  
Perceived Generosity  0.019 0.092 Not 
Significant 
0.841 Rejected 
Financial Secured 0.040 0.096 Not 
Significant 
0.675 Rejected 
Religious 0.165 0.094 3.092 0.079 Accepted 
 
Relationship between demographic factors and charitable donation. 
 
H1 stated that gender has significant effect on donations. The significant value showed insignificant relationship 
(p=0.756). It means gender has insignificant impact on donations. Hence, H1 is rejected. On the other hand, H2 
proposed that age has significant impact on donations. The significant value showed significant relationship in “31-
40” category of age and this can be concluded that older individuals were more likely to donate than the younger 
individuals. Thus, H2 is accepted. 
 
Relationship between socio-demographic factors and charitable donation. 
 
An analysis of the relationship between income and charitable donation was conducted to test H3. The result 
shows that there are significant relationship (p=0.001) and when β value is analysed, there are negative symbol, thus 
it can be concluded that people who have higher income will donate more. Hence, H3 is accepted. H4 stated that 
education has significant effect on donations. The significant value showed significant relationship but have an 
inverse relationship (p=0.052). Thus, H4 is accepted and the more educated they are, the more inclined they will be 
towards giving donations. 
 
 
Relationship between psychographic factors and charitable donation. 
 
H5 proposed that perceived generosity has significant effect on donations. The structural coefficient (p= 0.841) 
showed that there are insignificant effect on donations. Consequently, this rejects H5. The study also stated that H6 
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(financial secured) has significant effect on donations. The significant value showed that there are insignificant 
relationship (p = 0.675). Therefore, H6 is rejected. As predicted, religiosity did play a significant role. Results show 
that religiosity is a factor that determines whether respondent is a potential donor (p= 0.079). The findings indicate 
the importance of religion in the Malaysian charitable donation context. Hence, H7 is accepted. 
Therefore, charitable donation in Malaysia is not driven by age, financial security and perceived generosity but 
driven by gender, income, education and religiosity. 
Table 3 provides a summary of the results. Further, it provides some comparison with the findings from Britain 
(Schlegelmilch et al. 1997), from Australia (Lwin and Phau,2010), from Brunei (Lwin, Phau and Lim, 2013) and 
from Pakistan (Awan and Hameed,2014). 
 
Table 12: Summary of results H1-H3 
Hypothesis Malaysia Britain Australia Brunei Pakistan 
Gender Rejected Rejected Rejected Rejected Rejected 
Age Accepted Rejected Accepted Rejected Rejected 
Income Accepted Accepted Accepted Rejected Accepted 
Education Accepted Accepted Rejected Accepted Accepted 
Perceived 
Generosity 
Rejected Accepted Accepted Rejected Accepted 
Financial 
Secured 
Rejected Rejected Accepted Rejected Accepted 
Religiosity Accepted Accepted Rejected Accepted Accepted 
 
6. Conclusions 
The findings from this research provide some theoretical and managerial contributions within the field. Overall 
the findings for this study show that, age, income, education and religious factors does affect the charitable donation 
behavior in Malaysia. Table 12 highlights the key differences between the findings from Britain (Schlegelmilch et al. 
1997), from Australia (Lwin and Phau, 2010), from Brunei (Lwin, Phau and Lim,2013) and from Pakistan (Awan 
and Hameed,2014).  
The first differences between the studies shows that “age” (H2) have distinct influences on charitable donation. 
Table 12 shows that only Malaysia and Australia agreed that “age” affects charitable donations and both countries 
agreed that older individuals are more likely to donate (Lwin & Phau, 2010). Second, “income” (H3) also affects the 
charitable donations behavior for Malaysia, Britain, Australia and Pakistan. Income does not affect charitable 
donations in Brunei, and this is due to the fact that Brunei is an oil rich country. Third difference is on “education 
level” (H4), where it is only in Australia “education level” does not affect the charitable donations and this may be 
explained by Australian’s immigration law where a high percentage of immigrants are refugees and they may not 
have high level of education. Lastly is on “religiosity” (H7) factors. Religiosity does affect charitable donation 
behavior in Malaysia, Britain, Australia and Pakistan, but in Australia “religiosity” does not affect the charitable 
donation behavior and this is due to in Australia, there is a high percentage of Australians who do not have a 
religion. Further, the empirical research in this area is limited and it will be interesting to explore the differences 
between donors and non-donors in other country. 
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